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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's revocati on of her pro-
bati on i nposed for conspiracy to defraud t hrough the use of forged
and counterfeit instruments. We affirm

Appel | ant contends that the alleged violations: (1) are not
supported by sufficient evidence; (2) are insufficient to justify
a revocation of probation; or (3) are related to a condition of
probation which is itself an abuse of discretion. Addressing the
first two clains, our review reveals sufficient evidence to con-
clude that the alleged violations did in fact occur and that the
district court didnot abuse its discretioninrevoking Appellant's
probation for the stated reasons.

Addressing the final claim Appellant argues that requiring a
total abstinence from al cohol as a condition of probation is an
abuse of discretion and her violation of this condition cannot be
used to justify the revocation. We find this argunment to be uncon-

vincing. See United States v. Wesley, 81 F.3d 482 (4th Gr. 1996)

(finding that requiring abstinence fromal cohol as a condition of
supervi sed rel ease does not constitute an abuse of di scretion where
the appellant has a history of alcohol abuse).” Accordingly, we
affirmthe district court's order revoking Appellant's probati on.

We di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal conten-

" Wile Appellant's history with al cohol is not as severe as
that of the appellant in Wsley, we are not prepared to say that
the district court's inposition of the condition was an abuse of
di scretion.



tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court

and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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